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Introduction
This article is concerned with the evolving free movement rights of Turkish nationals in the EU. The right to move freely represents one of the fundamental freedoms of the internal market as well as an essential political element of the package of rights linked to the very status of European Union ('EU') citizenship. 1 This naturally gives rise to several interrelated questions: how far should the free movement rights granted to EU nationals be extended to Turkish nationals, as citizens of an accession state? How do the freedom of movement rights of Turkish nationals compare with those of EU nationals? The freedom of movement rights for Turkish nationals, within the context of Turkey-EU relations, have been an important issue for Turkish citizens ever since 1980 when strict visa requirements were introduced. 2 This problem confronts all strata of Turkish society, including the business community, the academic world, students, journalists, and almost three million family members of Turkish nationals living in the EU. 3 Turkey signed the EEC-Turkey Association Agreement ( 'AA') nearly a half-century ago. 4 The AA is a framework agreement with a political and economic nature determining the basic principles of association by introducing rights and obligations based on reciprocity. 5 The AA is also considered a legal document, which aims, inter alia, to secure Turkey's full membership in the EU, and serves as the primary source for the freedom of movement rights for Turkish nationals. 6 Nevertheless, Turkish nationals seem no closer to enjoying the full panoply of rights enjoyed by EU citizens or, for that matter, granted to them under the AA. 7 Turkey has been an associate member of the EU since the signing of the AA in 1963. 8 In 1970, the parties signed an Additional Protocol ('AP') 9 with more detailed rules. 10 This AP contained provisions to regulate the free movement of Turkish workers in a more concrete way and sought to ensure that the freedom of movement of workers between the EU and Turkey would be secured in progressive stages between the end of the twelfth and the twentysecond year after the Agreement entered into force -in essence between 1976 and 1986. 11 However, 2 the full free movement of workers was not realized by 1986, due to a variety of political and economic developments inside Turkey. 12 At the Helsinki Summit in December 1999, Turkey was given the status of an EU candidate country.
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The EU's commencement of accession negotiations with Turkey in October 2005 represented a watershed moment in Turkish-EU relations; however, even in the area of technicalities, the negotiations were linked to a wider set of unresolved and highly sensitive political issues. 14 Although the European Council's ('EC') decision to open accession negotiations with Turkey was hailed as a success by many, subsequent events have exposed the pressure implicit in that decision. 15 More than six years later after negotiations were formally opened, the accession process is at a de facto standstill with more than half the negotiation chapters frozen. In addition, vocal opposition of Turkey and debate by Member State(s) as to Turkey's "European credentials" and place, if at all, in the European Union continues. 16 The reasons and issues underlying these blocked chapters are substantial and involve the collision of political, social, cultural, religious, and policy considerations. 17 Given the huge and complex content of these issues, which could constitute the subject of a separate paper, they
will not be dealt with and are kept out of the main scope of this paper. Suffice it to say, it does not appear that the EU-Turkey negotiation gridlock will be resolved anytime soon.
The original EC Treaty did not provide for the freedom of movement to all persons. To qualify, the individual had to be engaged in economic activity: as a worker, 18 a self-employed person 19 or as provider or receiver of services. 20 However, during the discussions between the EC members at
Maastricht at the end of 1991, the concept of 'European citizenship' was launched, giving every national of an EU MS the status of citizen of the EU, along with specific rights and obligations. 21 The Article 49 TFEU. All treaty provisions referred to will be those provided in the TFEU. 20 Article 56 TFEU. 21 citizens now have the initial right of entry into another MS, 23 a free standing and directly effective right of residence in another MS, 24 and the right to enjoy social advantages on equal terms with nationals for those lawfully resident in another MS. 25 Even so, the conceptual relationship between citizenship and economic free movement rights has not yet been fully resolved, as the strongest indicator of the outer limits of EU citizenship continues to be seen when citizenship is posited 'against' economic activity. 26 Given the fact that the holding of the nationality of a MS is the condition sine qua non for acquiring citizenship of the EU, 27 Turkish nationals are clearly not yet citizens of the EU. While the rights granted to Turkish nationals by the EU, are amongst the most extensive granted to third country nationals ('TCNs'), 28 the outer limits of their freedom of movement rights are firmly rooted in the specific free movement provisions of the AA and its AP. 29 Similar to the development of EU citizenship, the most significant developments in the legal framework on free movement rights of Turkish nationals have been through cases brought in front of the ECJ. 30 Nonetheless, given the political obstacles that have prevented the realization of the full aims of the AA and the accession negotiations, the ECJ has played a critical role by gradually strengthening and expanding the legal position of Turkish nationals. 31 This paper argues that framing the legal limits of Turkish nationals' freedom of movement rights involves identifying the missing components, which prevent a full "apples to apples" comparison against EU nationals. The first chapter outlines the legal framework governing Turkish nationals' freedom of movement rights under the AA and AP and distinguishes the key features between the free movement provisions in the AA and TFEU. The approach is comparative, drawing on the free movement provisions of the AA, AP, the TFEU, secondary legislation, and ECJ case law. This chapter also notes that the accession state factor has taken a backseat and has delivered no new meaningful rights for Turkish nationals. residual source of additional rights for EU nationals above and beyond the internal market rationale and principle of non-discrimination approach seen in the ECJ's early case law. 32 By comparison, the third and fourth chapters examine the freedom of movement rights of economically active Turkish nationals where the citizenship dimension and internal market rationale are completely absent. These two chapters show that the absence of a full internal market between Turkey and the EU, as well as the absence of a citizenship dimension, has constrained the outer limits of economically active
Turkish nationals' freedom of movement rights. The fourth chapter also discusses some of the consequences arising from the unequal treatment of Turkish nationals. The final section of this paper returns to the accession state factor and offers a conclusion, which examines a way forward from the status quo. 
Chapter One

EU-Turkey Association Law
The AA and the AP are the primary legal sources on the free movement of Turkish nationals in the EU. 33 The Association Council Decisions ('Decisions'), as well as judgments of the ECJ, constitute secondary sources. 34 The AA is the only agreement between the EU and a third country regulating the rights of non-EU nationals to free movement within the EU. 35 The first section of this chapter will examine the legal status and role of the AA and AP within the EU legal order. This section argues that, since the AA is an international treaty, it has supremacy over secondary EU legislation. It also addresses the issue of whether provisions of the AA are capable of direct effect. 36 The second section focuses on the logic and aim of the AA and argues that the ultimate aim of the association was accession. The third section focuses on the interpretation of the relevant provisions of AA, AP, and related Decisions by the Association Council in relation to the free movement provisions of the TFEU and related secondary EU legislation. 37 Next, on the candidacy of Turkey for EU accession, the existence of freedom of movement rights for
Turkish nationals is one of the most politically charged issues, with Turkish nationals often being compared to "barbarians at the gate." 38 Owing to the importance of the ongoing accessions negotiations, which have the potential, if successfully completed, to resolve many of the issues identified in this paper, section four of this chapter will briefly discuss the present state of accession negotiations. of the AA. 59 The Administrative Court referred questions, inter alia, on jurisdiction, interpretation, and direct effect to the ECJ. 60 The ECJ held that, since the agreement was an association agreement creating "special, privileged links with a non-member country which [was required], at least to a certain extent, to take part in the [EU] system," 61 Article 217 TFEU necessarily empowered the EU to guarantee commitments towards non-member countries in all fields covered by that Treaty. 62 As to interpretation, the ECJ held that the provisions must be interpreted and guided by the corresponding provisions in the EU Treaties. 63 As to direct effect, the ECJ acknowledged that provisions of the AA were capable of having direct effect but found that the provisions in question were not sufficiently precise and unconditional to have direct effect. Parties shall examine the possibility of the accession of Turkey to the Community."
Legal Status of the AA
Comparing the Specific Free Movement Provisions in AA and TFEU
The AA also aimed to secure the free movement of workers, 70 the abolition of restrictions on freedom of establishment, 71 and the abolition of restrictions on the freedom to provide services. 72 Each of these provisions contain a distinct reference to the EU system for freedom of movement and require that their interpretation be "guided by" the similar rules in the TFEU. However, these specific free movement provisions in the AA are not directly effective. 77 Nevertheless, the objectives of these provisions and the "guided by" requirement have influenced the Court's interpretation of the AA, AP, and related Decisions. 78 The outer limits of Turkish nationals rights is set by Article 59 AA, which provides that Turkish nationals shall not receive more favourable treatment than that which the Member States grant to one another pursuant to the TFEU. 79 Turning to the specific free movement provisions in the TFEU, individuals need to be engaged in "economic activity" to take advantage of Articles 45, 49 and 56 TFEU. 80 The requirement of economic activity is "the decisive factor" that brings an activity within the scope of the provisions of 70 -the right to accept offers of employment; and -the right to move freely within the territory of the MSs for this purpose; and -the right to stay in a MS for the purposes of employment; and -the right to remain after employment has ceased.
The initial right to enter and reside under Article 45 TFEU is now codified in Articles 4-7 CRD.
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These provisions are to be read in conjunction with Article 18 TFEU, which prohibits "any discrimination on grounds of nationality," Article 20(1) and 20 (2) With regards to Turkish workers, the ECJ has moved to interpret the notion of 'worker' so as to approximate it to the EU definition, although this convergence is subject to some important limitations in EU-Turkey Association Law, as discussed in Chapter 3 infra. Similar to workers, the freedom of establishment rights of EU nationals include the right to leave their own country, to enter and remain in another country, 97 to bring family members, and to move within the territory of another country. Turning to Article 56 TFEU, which confers the right to provide services, it provides that "restrictions on freedom to provide services within the EU shall be prohibited in respect of nationals of Member
States who are established in a MS other than that of the person for whom the service is intended.'
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Services are defined in Article 57 TFEU and fall within the scope of the Treaty if "normally provided for remuneration" and include industrial, commercial, and professional activities. 103 As with freedom of establishment, Member States may impose restrictions on the freedom to provide services provided they are objectively justified. 104 As observed by the ECJ in Van Binsbergen, 105 Article 56 is capable of having direct effect. 106 The TFEU makes no reference to recipients of services; the right to enter and remain in another MS for this purpose was originally contained in Directive 73/148 and currently arises from the general provisions on entry and residence in the CRD. 107 However, the ECJ has recognized that Article 56 TFEU includes the right to receive as well as to provide services. 108 As with other free movement rights, the rights of service providers and recipients may be restricted on grounds of public policy, public security, or public health. 109 Article 13 AA does not provide a separate definition applicable to Turkish nationals, and there are no related Decisions by the Association Council limiting its scope, thus the underlying principles and concepts employed in those provisions are to be interpreted "so far as possible" in line with EU law.
Present State of Accession Negotiations
Following the opening of accession negotiations in October 2005, the EC in its December 2006 meeting decided that eight chapters will not be opened and no chapter will be provisionally closed until Turkey had opened its ports and airports to Greek Cypriot vessels. 110 In addition to this conditionality, another ten chapters cannot be opened to negotiations because they have been blocked by France, due to its adamant opposition to any possibility for Turkish membership in the EU, and by
Cyprus, due to the ongoing dispute over the northern part of the island. Consequently, eighteen chapters out of the thirty-five negotiation chapters are currently blocked. 
Conclusion
This chapter established that the interpretation of the specific free movement provisions in the AA should be "guided by" the corresponding free movement provisions in the TFEU. It highlighted that the key distinguishing features between the free movement provisions in the AA and TFEU are the lack of direct effect of Articles 12, 13, and 14 AA, as compared to Articles 45, 49 and 56, and the lack of a concept similar to citizenship of the EU. This chapter also observed the consistent opposition to Turkish membership and free movement of Turkish nationals in the EU and the kind of 'sclerosis' that has developed in the EU political organs to the prospect of Turkish accession to the EU. Building on the first section, the second section examines the role of economic activity and citizenship in determining the outer limits of free movement law for EU nationals. This section traces the evolution of the freedom of movement rights of EU nationals and observes the relationship between the free movement of persons provisions and the other free movement provisions. It observes the distinction between economically active and economically inactive EU nationals and outlines the extent to which the limits to citizenship law are the same as but also different from the outer limits of free movement law. This section shows that the ECJ's citizenship jurisprudence has been mostly about pushing the outer limits of the legal concept of citizenship further outwards and challenging its original economic moorings.
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The third section examines the specific limits imposed on EU citizenship by economic activity and argues that the freedom of movement rights of EU nationals are not unconditional. It observes that, beyond the three-month point, the requirement of economic activity continues to be a limiting factor on the freedom of movement rights of economically inactive EU nationals. 
Contribution of Citizenship
The material content of EU free movement law is strongly grounded in principles developed within the other free movement provisions. 130 During the EU's early years in the 1970s and 1980s, the ECJ used a policy decision to define the scope of the four freedoms differently, which was likely triggered by a greater emphasis on economic as compared with social rights. 131 On one hand, the free movement of goods provision was interpreted to have a vast and sweeping reach, catching all trade rules "capable of hindering directly or indirectly, actually or potentially, intra-Community trade," 132 regardless of whether they were distinctly applicable measures (directly discriminatory), indistinctly applicable measures (indirectly discriminatory), or non-discriminatory measures. 133 On the other hand, with respect to free movement of persons, non-discrimination on grounds of nationality was the key principle. 134 Thus, if the Court found that a measure was non-discriminatory, the measure did not breach the Treaty. 135 However, beginning in the late 1980s and 1990s, with regard to persons, the 
CRD 2004/38
The rights provided by Article 21(1) TFEU must now be viewed in the context of the CRD, which came into force on April 30, 2004 . 174 The CRD, like the wording of the citizenship provisions, is firmly rooted in the rights associated with movement and residence in other states. 175 The CRD has as its basic premise the idea that the rights enjoyed by the migrant citizen and their family members increase the longer a person is resident in another Member State. 176 In particular, during the first three months of migration and after five years of exercise there is no need to show any economic activity at all.
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Beyond consolidating two regulations and nine directives on the topic, the CRD also incorporated and clarified ECJ case law. 178 In some areas the CRD went further, expanding previous rights and establishing new ones for the first time. 179 For the first time, nearly all other conditions on residency were eliminated for citizens exercising their freedom of movement rights for up to three months. 180 Specific categories such as worker, student, and self-employed were removed and replaced with "citizen." 181 Nevertheless, beyond the three-month point the scale is decidedly tipped in favor of those who are economically active, unless they are persons of independent means, students, or job seekers. Second, movement is still necessary to trigger the application of EU law, 187 especially the provisions of the CRD. 188 However, as can be seen from the ECJ's Chen, 189 Rottman, 190 and Zambrano 191 judgments, even where the situation can be described as potentially "purely internal," the ECJ has expanded the substantive scope of free movement rights to bring about the application of EU law to different factual situations through the use of citizenship. 
Association Council Decision 1/80
In Sevince, 210 the ECJ held that Article 6(1) of Decision 1/80, which replaced Decision 2/76, is directly effective. 211 Decision 1/80, in particular Articles 6(1), 7, 10(1) and 13, regulates not only the employment rights of Turkish workers, who are workers already legally resident and employed in the EU, but also their rights to enter, stay, and reside and their right to equal treatment with EU workers.
Each provision is addressed in turn below. same occupation, after three years of legal employment and subject to the priority to be given to workers of the Member States of the Union; and -to free access in that Member State to any paid employment of his choice, after four years of legal employment.
Article 6(1) of Decision 1/80
214
In contrast to the position of EU nationals discussed in § §1.3 and 2.2 supra, Member States retain some competence, discussed infra, subject to Article 13 of Decision 1/80, to regulate the entry to their territory and the conditions under which Turkish nationals take up their first employment, as well as their rights to residence. 215 The basic premise under Article 6(1) is that the longer Turkish workers are employed, the more integrated they will be considered in the host state and so the greater the rights they enjoy under that Decision.
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The rights provided for Turkish workers in Article 6(1) are conditional upon:
-being a worker, 217 and -being "duly registered as belonging to the labour force of a Member State," 218 and -on a period of "legal employment." -respond to any offer of employment after they have been legally resident for at least three years in that Member State; and -enjoy free access to any paid employment of their choice provided that they have been legally resident there for at least five years. 225 In Kadiman, 226 the ECJ held the raison d'être of this provision is to "create conditions conducive to family unity" by, amongst other things, enabling family members 227 to be with a migrant worker and then by consolidating their position by granting them the right to obtain employment in the host state and a concomitant right of residence. 228 Once the three-year period has expired, a Member State can no longer attach conditions to the residence of a member of a Turkish worker's family. 229 And, once five years have transpired, the person derives "an individual employment right directly from Decision 1/80" and "a concomitant right of residence." 230 In Eroglu, the ECJ extended its rulings in Sevince and Kuș 231 to Article 7, saying that "any offer of employment necessarily implies the recognition of a right of residence for that person" and held the provision to be directly effective.
Standstill Clause in Article 13 of Decision 1/80
The standstill clause in Article 13 of Decision 1/80 provides in relevant part:
The Member States...and Turkey may not introduce new restrictions on the conditions of access to employment applicable to workers and members of their families legally resident and employed in their respective territories.
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As held by the ECJ in Abatay and Others, 234 Sahin, 235 and Tum and Dari, 236 it imposes an obligation upon the parties, which amounts in law to a duty not to act to preclude the parties from having the object or effect of making the conditions of the exercise of an economic activity more burdensome. 237 In essence, Article 13 of Decision 1/80, as well as Article 41(1) AP, and the standstill clause applicable to Turkish nationals exercising their freedom of establishment and freedom to provide services rights are comparable to a quasi-procedural rule and do not operate in the same way as a substantive rule. 238 Rather, these two standstill clauses simply stipulate ratione temporis, which are the relevant provisions of the legislation that must be referred to when assessing the position of the applicants. In comparison to the three free movement models for EU nationals discussed in Chapter 2 supra, the ECJ's approach to Turkish workers reveals a qualified non-discriminatory model. In other words, it only applies if a Turkish worker is admitted and legally employed in the Member State. However, this is far from a complete non-discriminatory model since the initial right of entry and residence are subject to the effects of the standstill clause and are subject to the conditions and limitations set down in the AA, AP, and related Decisions.
While there have been no cases decided by the ECJ where a restriction has been argued in the context of the non-discrimination provisions, given its previous case law, such as Demirel, it is likely the ECJ would reflect the fundamental difference between the two legal regimes. 257 In such a scenario, it is likely that the ECJ would note the lack of a full internal market between Turkey and the EU and the fact that Turkish workers do not have an unconditional right to access the employment markets in the EU, and thus interpret the non-discrimination provisions in such a way that they contain no more than what they say, prohibition against discrimination.
258
By comparison with EU nationals, the combined effect of Articles 18 and 21(1) TFEU is to confer upon any migrant the right not to be discriminated against, directly or indirectly, on grounds of nationality. 259 Moreover, since the situation is brought within the material scope of the TFEU by the issue in the Kolpak case, and the non-discrimination clauses in the EU's Association Agreement with, past and current associate members, such as Greece and Turkey, and held that the scope of the non-discrimination clause in the PCA with Russia was directly effective and of the same scope, although not of the same nature, as comparable non-discrimination clauses in the EU's Association Agreement with other states. The conclusion to be drawn from these decisions is that, if a Russian national is treated as on an even footing with EU nationals, than a fortiori a Turkish national, as a national of an Associate Member State, should have the same rights as EU nationals with respect to non-discrimination with regard to working conditions. See for further discussion, A. 27-28. exercise of the right to move, rather than, for example, the exercise of an economic activity, there is no inherent limit to the possibility to invoke the right to equal treatment. 260 Thus, with EU nationals, since the link with the Treaty is provided by the mere fact of moving, there is no benefit or rule that is excluded a priori from the scope of the Treaty. 
Conclusion
In contrast to the more broad and generous rights granted to EU workers discussed in § §1.3 and 2.2 generally, Turkish workers' freedom of movement rights are quite limited. In the absence of citizenship, the ECJ has attempted to bring the position of Turkish workers and EU workers closer together through the non-discrimination provisions in EU-Turkey Association Law. However, this approach is no substitute for the 'fundamental status' of citizenship of the EU or the market access restrictions model, which flows from the internal market rationale discussed in Chapter Two. The Contracting Parties shall refrain from introducing between themselves any new restrictions on the freedom of establishment and the freedom to provide services.
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In Toprak and Oguz, 267 the ECJ noted that the common objective of the standstill clauses enshrined in Article 41(1) of the AP and Article 13 of Decision No 1/80 is to create conditions conducive to the gradual and progressive establishment of economic freedoms by way of an absolute prohibition on national authorities from creating any new obstacle to their exercise by making more stringent the conditions which exist at a given time. 268 A "new obstacle" under the standstill clause has been found to include, inter alia, introducing a work permit requirement for service providers, 269 making stricter immigration rules with regard to those seeking entry to establish themselves in a Member State, 270 introducing a visa requirement for service providers, 271 increasing the fees charged for issuing or extending residence permits, 272 and mandating integration courses. 
Freedom of Establishment
Freedom to Provide Services
Turning to Turkish service providers under Article 14 AA, their initial entry is also regulated by the Member State, subject to the standstill clause in Article 41(1) AP. 280 The following categories seem to benefit from the standstill clause in order to invoke the preclusion of 
Fragmentation
The approach determined under the standstill clauses towards the first admission of Turkish nationals, seeking to exercise their rights as workers, self-employed, or service providers, into the territories of the Member States has led to diverging national conditions and approaches. 294 It is impossible at present to create a uniform chart of Turkish nationals' freedom of movement rights across the 27
Member States precisely because of the different effective date in each Member State of the pertinent standstill clause. Under the current structure there cannot be a common territorial border, common visa policy, uniform visa, or common rules and procedures with respect to Turkish nationals. 295 It is also questionable how effective it would be to combine entry of Turkish nationals into a Member
State without a visa requirement but no right to free movement within the EU with the free travel mechanism within the Schengen area. 
Conclusion
This chapter established that, in contrast to Turkish workers, where an EU Member State did not have any restrictions in place at the time when the AP entered into force, the effect of Article 41(1) AP is that Turkish nationals seeking to exercise their freedom of establishment and freedom to provide or receive services rights are entitled to complete free movement. 297 These two categories of Turkish nationals' rights are the most similar to corresponding EU nationals, and the ECJ's pending decision in Demirkan holds significant potential to increase the convergence in rights by expanding the freedom to provide services in EU-Turkey Association Law to the freedom to receive services.
Moreover, even where a Member State did have restrictions, these restrictions must still be viewed with regard to the relevant non-discrimination provisions. However, one further observation must be noted. There are significant differences between the theoretical and practical implications of the case law. For instance, despite the ECJ's Soysal decision, which cleared the way for visa free travel by 293 See S. Peers, 'Statewatch Analysis: Amending the EU's Visa List Legislation', <http://www.statewatch.org/analyses/no-175-visa%20list.pdf>, last accessed 7 th December 2012 (noting that "Turkey's unwillingness to serve as a further external border for the EU" and "the EU's unwillingness to consider further visa liberalisation for Turkish nationals is clearly contributing to the pressures placed on the EU's Dublin and Schengen systems" and observing that "Member States apparently believe that these [problems] are not as unpleasant as the medicine (visa liberalisation for Turkey) which might help cure them."). 294 id. 295 id. 296 id. 297 Tobler (n.92) 14-23. Turkish service providers to, amongst others, Germany, Denmark, the UK, and Ireland, there has been little in the way of implementation of this decision with the Member States waiting for action from the EC. 298 298 Groenendijk and Guild (n.2).
The comparison of the freedom of movement rights of Turkish nationals and EU nationals highlights several key distinctions. The former, if economically inactive, have no directly effective rights to enter, reside, or stay in the EU. In the case of economically active Turkish nationals, they likewise have no directly effective rights to freedom of movement of workers, freedom of establishment, or freedom to provide services under Article 12-14 AA. Rather, their rights are derived largely from the interplay between the Decisions, the suspensory effect of the applicable standstill clauses, and the non-discrimination provisions in EU-Turkey Association Law. By contrast, EU nationals, even if economically inactive, have directly effective rights of entrance, permanent residence, and temporary residence for up to three months under the TFEU and related secondary EU legislation, such as the CRD. In addition, where the EU national is economically active and exercising his rights under one of the specific free movement provisions such as Article 45, 49 or 56 TFEU, or is a student, a pensioner, or a person of independent means, this right extends beyond the initial three months. The stark contrast between the respective legal frameworks underscores the missing components preventing an "apples to apples" comparison: the lack of a full internal market between Turkey and the EU, the lack of direct effect of the specific free movement provisions in the AA and AP, and, most crucially, the lack of any legal concept such as citizenship of the EU to serve as a distinct and residual source of free movement rights. The latter element is especially important since, as established in Chapter One, no new meaningful rights have been derived from Turkish nationals' status as citizens of an accession state.
The ECJ's response to this stalemate in negotiations began with a series of constitutional-like principles, such as primacy 299 and direct effect 300 in the late 1980s and early 1990s. 301 More recently, the Court has employed the latter principle to adopt the accumulated rights approach under the standstill clauses to freeze the most favourable conditions for Turkish nationals exercising their rights under EU-Turkey Association Law and prohibiting Member States from taking backward steps. 302 As was established in Chapter Two, the legal concept of citizenship has been used by the ECJ to push the outer limits of the specific free movement provisions in EU law further outwards, beyond the explanation proffered by an internal market rationale. As shown in Chapters Three and Four, the ECJ has used the generic non-discrimination provisions in EU-Turkey Association Law to fill the gaps beyond the standstill clauses. 303 
